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passed, the motion to reconsider be
laid upon the table, and that any state-
ments relating to the bill appear in the
RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The Amendment (No.
agreed to.

The committee substitute, as amend-
ed, was agreed to.

The bill (S. 1379), as amended, was
considered read the third time and
passed.

2782) was

———

REMOVAL OF INJUNCTION OF
SECRECY

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, as in
executive session, I ask unanimous
consent that the injunction of secrecy
be removed from the following treaty
transmitted to the Senate on June 19,
1998, by the President of the United
States:

Treaty With HEstonia on Mutual
Legal Assistance in Criminal Matters
(Treaty Document No. 105-52).

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. WARNER. I further ask that the
treaty be considered as having been
read the first time, that it be referred
with accompanying papers to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations and or-
dered to be printed, and that the Presi-
dent’s message be printed in the
RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The message of the President is as
follows:

To the Senate of the United States:

With a view to receiving the advice
and consent of the Senate to ratifica-
tion, I transmit herewith the Treaty
Between the Government of the United
States of America and the Government
of the Republic of Estonia on Mutual
Legal Assistance in Criminal Matters,
signed at Washington on April 2, 1998. 1
transmit also, for the information of
the Senate, the report of the Depart-
ment of State with respect to the Trea-
ty.

The Treaty is one of a series of mod-
ern mutual legal assistance treaties
being negotiated by the United States
in order to counter criminal activity
more effectively. The Treaty should be
an effective tool to assist in the pros-
ecution of a wide variety of crimes, in-
cluding ‘“white-collar’ crime and drug-
trafficking offenses. The Treaty is self-
executing.

The Treaty provides for a broad
range of cooperation in criminal mat-
ters. Mutual assistance available under
the Treaty includes: taking the testi-
mony or statements of persons; pro-
viding documents, records, and articles
of evidence; locating or identifying per-
sons or items; serving documents;
transferring persons in custody for tes-
timony or other purposes; executing re-
quests for searches and seizures; assist-
ing in proceedings related to immo-
bilization and forfeiture of assets, res-
titution, and collection of fines; and
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rendering any other form of assistance
not prohibited by the laws of the Re-
quested State.

I recommend that the Senate give
early and favorable consideration to
the Treaty and give its advice and con-
sent to ratification.

WILLIAM J. CLINTON.

THE WHITE HOUSE, June 19, 1998.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, that
concludes the matters on behalf of the
distinguished majority leader and the
Democratic leader. Therefore, the
Chair, I am sure, will soon recognize
the distinguished Senator from North
Dakota for purposes of a presentation
to the Senate for a period not to exceed
15 minutes.

———

ORDERS FOR MONDAY, JUNE 22,
1998

Mr. WARNER. I ask unanimous con-
sent that when the Senate completes
its business today, it stand in adjourn-
ment until 12 noon on Monday, June 22.
I further ask that on Monday, imme-
diately following the prayer, the rou-
tine requests through the morning
hour be granted and the Senate then
resume consideration of S. 2057, the De-
partment of Defense authorization bill.

I now ask unanimous consent that at
3 p.m. on Monday, the Senate proceed
as under the previous order into execu-
tive session for the consideration of
Executive Calendar No. 596.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

———

PROGRAM

Mr. WARNER. For the information of
all Senators, the Senate will reconvene
on Monday at 12 noon and resume the
defense authorization bill. It is hoped
that Members will come to the floor to
offer and debate amendments on the
defense bill under short time agree-
ments. As ordered, at 3 o’clock, the
Senate will begin 2 hours of debate on
the nomination of Susan Mollway to be
a U.S. district judge. It is expected
that the first vote of Monday’s session
will occur at 5 p.m. on the confirma-
tion of that nomination.

The Senate may have an additional
rollcall vote on Monday on or in rela-
tion to a pending amendment to the de-
fense authorization bill. Therefore, the
next rollcall votes will occur at 5 p.m.
on Monday, June 22.

As a reminder to all Members, a clo-
ture motion was filed today to the DOD
bill. The cloture vote will occur on
Tuesday, June 23, hopefully before 12
noon. Under rule XXII, Senators have
until 1 p.m. on Monday to file first-de-
gree amendments.

The majority leader would like to re-
mind all Members that the Independ-
ence Day recess is fast approaching.
Cooperation of all Members will be nec-
essary for the Senate to complete work
on many important items, including
the defense authorization bill, the ap-
propriations bills, the Higher Edu-
cation Act, the conference report on
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the Coverdell education bill, and any

other legislative or executive items

that may be cleared for action.
———

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, if there
is no further business to come before
the Senate, I now ask unanimous con-
sent that the Senate stand in adjourn-
ment under the previous order fol-
lowing the remarks of our distin-
guished colleague, Senator DORGAN, for
up to 15 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The Chair recognizes the Senator
from North Dakota.

———
SOLID FARM POLICY

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I had
not intended to come to the floor to
make a few comments today until I
read a story about a press conference
that was held in the Senate here yes-
terday by some Senators about farm
policy. A group of Senators held a press
conference on farm policy of this coun-
try and said, ‘“We’ve got a good, solid
farm policy. The problem is not the
farm bill. The problem is the farm bill
is not being implemented properly.”’

We have a good, solid farm policy?
Are they Kkidding? What planet are
they living on if they think we have a
good, solid farm policy? What we have
is a new farm policy written by people
who don’t know much about farming
and it is called the Agricultural Mar-
ket Transition Act, and what it is
transitioning is family farmers
straight out of business.

Farm families are going broke in our
State in record numbers. In fact, there
are more auction sales of family farm-
ers this year than ever before, and they
have had so many auction sales of fam-
ily farmers in North Dakota that they
have had to call auctioneers out of re-
tirement to handle the sales.

There is a lot more than statistics
about losing these farmers. Farmers
plant a seed in the spring and then
hope it will grow. They hope it doesn’t
hail and insects don’t come and the
crop doesn’t get diseased. And if it does
come above the ground and then even-
tually if they escape all those weather
disasters, they harvest in the fall and
they hope maybe they will get a decent
price for their crop.

These families struggle hard, they
work hard and they risk everything
they have. Guess what? This current
farm policy is a mess. We have prices
that are in the tank for grain, and fam-
ily farmers out there, who are raising
grain and trying to take it to the mar-
ket these days, discover that they have
lost their shirts. And then we have peo-
ple saying that we have a good, solid
farm policy.

I had a farm meeting in North Da-
kota and a fellow stood up. He was a
big rugged fellow, kind of a husky
build. He had kind of a black beard. He
stood up and he started speaking. He
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said, “My granddad farmed, my dad
farmed, and I farmed for 23 years.”
Then he got tears in his eyes and his
chin began to quiver, and he said, ‘“The
problem is, I can’t continue anymore.”’
That is more than just losing a busi-
ness. That is losing their life’s dream.
And, now, we have people who say we
have a good, solid farm policy.

I didn’t vote for this previous farm
bill that was passed a couple of years
ago. There were people involved in
writing that who wouldn’t know a
dairy cow from a Dairy Queen. The fact
is, they don’t know much about farm-
ing. I would counsel them, if they
think it is a good farm policy: Go buy
yourself a farm. Go buy yourself a
farm, take your suit off and gas up the
tractor and plant a crop. Then risk
your money and hope all summer you
are able to harvest, and when you do,
then truck it to the elevator and sell it
for $3 a bushel after you put $6 a bushel
into raising it.

Then add up your bank balance, and
then ask yourself if you think it is
good farm policy? Ask yourself, after
you have lost your shirt and lost your
suit and lost your savings, ask yourself
whether you think it is a good farm
policy.

Of course it is not a good farm policy.
The fact is, the little guy is going
broke; the big guys are getting rich. I
am talking about the folks who take
the product off the farm and they haul
it and they process it. They take that
grain and they puff it and they crisp it,
they do everything with it. The miller
and grocery manufacturers and every-
body else are all making money. But it
is the person out there who is trying to
run a family farm who is not doing
well.

I find it interesting, the people who
do not seem to care much about that
are the same people around here who
bellow every day about being
profamily. Nobody in politics in this
town is profamily if they are not will-
ing to stand up and be profamily farm-
er, in my judgment.

Let me show a chart that dem-
onstrates part of the problem in my
State, the State of North Dakota. This
area here, the red area, means that
these folks have had a disaster declara-
tion every single year for 5 years in a
row, weather related. One third of our
counties, you can’t do much about
that. That is not a family farm’s fault.
These are weather-related disasters, 5
years in a row, every year. The orange
one-half our counties is 4 out of 5; the
yellow two-thirds of our counties have
had disasters 3 out of 5 years.

In addition to having the weather
problem—here is what has happened to
the price of wheat. It has fallen like an
elevator, straight down. The price of
wheat was up here when the Freedom
to Farm bill or the Market Transition
Act was passed. Here is the price of
wheat now at a five-year low.

Here is what happened to net income
to North Dakota farmers, according to
the U.S. Department of Labor statis-
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tics. North Dakota’s net farm income
dropped 98 percent for family farmers.
That is 98 percent. They virtually lost
all of their income. What has happened
to those family farmers out there
struggling with grain prices that are
terrible, and with weather problems?

The price of a tractor goes up, as you
can see. The price of a combine goes
up. The price of fertilizer goes up. The
price of diesel fuel goes up. So their in-
come goes down, way down, and all the
prices they pay for their input go up.

Then what has happened to the folks
who take that grain and do something
with it? Bread profits, the price of a
bushel of wheat goes from $5.50 to $3.
Do you think you see lower bread
prices in the grocery store? You don’t.
What happens is the profits for the
folks who are making bread go right
here.

These folks who constructed the farm
policy that we have in this country
today called this ‘“‘Market Transition
Act”; that is, transitioning family
farmers right off the family farm. They
said, ‘“We don’t need a price support
anymore for family farmers. Let them
take their own risks, and if the market
price for grain is dropping, too bad.
Tough luck.” So they set up a cir-
cumstance where you end up having no
deficiency payments. They put, in-
stead, a declining payment, which at
the end of 7 years phases out and goes
to zero.

It is interesting, at the press con-
ference yesterday that was held by
some Senators, they said the problem
is we cannot retreat. The rest of the
world is not going to retreat. The fact
is, in much of the rest of the world
they understand family farmers are im-
portant and they have policies that try
to support and help family farmers and
keep them on the farm. It is this coun-
try that has decided, as a matter of
policy by the majority party in this
Congress, that family farmers really
don’t matter very much. Oh, giant
agrifactories will farm the land from
California to Maine, 1 suppose. They
don’t seem to care who farms the land,
because they think family farmers
don’t matter.

They say, ‘“We can fix all this. First
of all, the policy is sound, and we can
fix it. We will fix it with fast track,
fast track trade authority.”

Gosh, there is a new idea. Fast track
trade authority. We send an American
trade negotiator up to Canada to nego-
tiate with Canada; send him to Mexico
to negotiate with Mexico; send him to
Geneva to negotiate GATT. We had an
$11 billion trade deficit with Canada
and we negotiated with them and it
went from an $11 billion deficit to a $23
billion deficit. Does anybody think
that is going to help family farmers?
And, incidentally, the trade deficit
with Canada is exacerbated by a flood
of Canadian grain coming to our bor-
der, undercutting our grain. It is un-
fairly subsidized. Nobody seems to be
willing to do much about it.

We have a $2 billion surplus with
Mexico, negotiate a treaty, and the
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surplus goes to a huge deficit, $15 bil-
lion deficit. It doesn’t look like that is
progress to me.

Do you want to see how the Mexican
trade agreement works? Look at it
through the eye of a potato. Try to
take a potato across the Mexican bor-
der, a raw potato. You can’t do that
very easily, but you can see french
fries coming north. Or how about a
bean? How about a bean going across
the Mexican border? Do you think we
can export unlimited quantities of
beans? I am sorry, no, our negotiator
said no, we don’t care much about
beans.

What about beer? Do you like Mexi-
can beer? You can buy plenty of it in
the United States. You like American
beer, in Mexico? I am sorry, you will
have great trouble finding it because
our negotiators, in my judgment, did
an incompetent job in negotiating the
trade agreement with Canada and Mex-
ico.

And, yes, GATT. When 1 say the
GATT agreement, do you know a ship
pulled up at a dock in Stockton, CA, a
few weeks ago loaded with European
barley. This was feed barley, which in
fact is not worth very much, probably
a couple of dollars a bushel or less—
subsidized by $1.10 a bushel by the Eu-
ropeans, shipped into this country
where we already have a surplus of bar-
ley, and guess what, it was legal. It was
legal under GATT. You can do that
under the trade agreement our nego-
tiators negotiated, you can ship in bar-
ley with a subsidy that is almost 50
percent of the market price of the
product. Who are these people kidding?

Do we want to send negotiators out
to negotiate more of these agreements,
and they are going to help our country?
I don’t think so.

The fact is, the people who held a
press conference yesterday and said
this farm policy works just fine don’t
have the foggiest idea of what is going
on on the family farm. They say,
“Well, let’s go to fast track and have
more of this trade.”” All that has done
is set you back. I am for opening for-
eign markets and forcing opportunities
to market more of our grain overseas,
but that is not what is happening with
our trade agreements.

I find it interesting. They said one of
the ways that will solve this farm prob-
lem is farmers’ savings accounts. Oh,
yeah? Where are the farmers going to
get the savings? If you are able to raise
wheat and lose $2 a bushel for selling
it, you are going to get a lot of savings,
so we are going to produce farmers’
savings accounts.

Maybe the people who held the press
conference will be able to tell farmers
where they are going to get savings,
when the price for wheat is in the tank,
and when they pulled the rug out from
under family farmers saying they don’t
need a safety net. They said, in effect,
we don’t care if there are family farm-
ers left in this country.

What we need to do, Mr. President, is
to reestablish a safety net and recog-
nize that this transition program
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doesn’t make any sense. Yes, farmers
ought to have all the planning flexi-
bility in the world. This Congress
ought to decide that family farmers
matter, and we ought to do as Europe
and others do and decide there ought to
be some basic support mechanism for
family farming. We have a minimum
wage for lower-income working folks,
but we say to the family out there on
the farm, ‘““You’re on your own. Oh, you
can try and market your beef to big
packing plants’—where four of them
control almost 85 percent of the beef
packing and they have a fist around
the neck of the bottle. They say to the
farmer and rancher, ‘“You go ahead and
market up in that direction and the big
packing plants are going to tell you
what you’re going to get, and if you
don’t like what you get, tough luck;
you’re out of business.”

Or people raising wheat or barley, we
say, ‘“You can market with the grain
companies. They have an iron fist
around the neck of the bottle where
you are going to market, and if you
don’t like the price, tough luck; you’re
out of business.”

The fact is, when we get an industry
or a big special interest in this country
that has a headache, you have a dozen
people in the Senate rushing to see if
they can’t pat their pillow and give
them aspirin and help them take a nap.

The big interests in this country
have plenty of friends around here. It’s
just the little guy who is left in the
dust. You have family farmers who
don’t have a lot of money. They don’t
have a lot of clout. They are not like
the tobacco industry. They are not able
to spend $50 million or $100 million
worth of advertising on their issue. The
tobacco industry this week was able to
turn back this tobacco bill because
they were able to advertise all across
this country.

What about the issue of stopping teen
smoking. Well, the tobacco industry
won; kids lost. The tobacco industry
had money, kids didn’t. If you’re a big
interest, you have big money, and you
can find plenty of folks to care about
your interest in the Congress.

The question is, Will there be enough
people caring about the interests of
family farmers in the coming weeks to
decide we are going to intervene and
try to save a network of family farms
in this country? We ought to resurrect
the safety net. There ought to be at
least some sort of marketing loan that
gives farmers a decent price if they
don’t get it from the marketplace. I
much sooner they get it from the mar-
ketplace, but if it is not there, farmers
need some help. They ought to get
some indemnity payments for the crop
diseases that have been pervasive in
my State and other States. The crop
disease is called scab. We ought to have
a Crop Insurance Program that works,
and if it doesn’t work, let’s make it
work.

We ought to have something in place
that starts to do something about mar-
ket concentration. Yes, let’s look into
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the livestock industry, the railroads,
the big packing plants, and in all the
areas where concentration exists. All
that concentration squeezes down on
family farmers and takes potential
profits away from family farmers.

Finally, those who talk about trade,
it seems to me ought to spend their
time not talking about going to some
sort of fast track where the record has
been a disaster for this country and for
our producers and, yes, especially for
our farmers. They ought to talk about
sanctions.

We don’t like Cuba, so we say we are
going to have sanctions against Cuba.
We don’t like Libya, so we have sanc-
tions against Libya. We don’t like Iraq,
so we’re going to have sanctions
against Iraq. We don’t like Iran, so
we’re going to have sanctions against
Iran. India and Pakistan detonate nu-
clear devices, so we’re going to have
sanctions against those countries.

Ten percent of the markets in the
world are off limits to farmers. These
sanctions have something to do with
national security decisions. The de-
fense authorization bill deals with na-
tional security. It seems to me if you
are taking markets away from family
farmers, you ought to pay them for it.
Why should family farmers lose mar-
kets and be told, ‘“Well, you’re going to
contribute now to our national secu-
rity interest because we are taking this
market away from you; yes, your price
is going to go down, and, yes, you are
going to lose money. Be a good Amer-
ican; you accept the cost.”

In virtually every other area in this
country, we do something about that.
If it were big business, we would come
in with a big policy to reimburse them.
You don’t think when the big exporters
lose money that they are not reim-
bursed? It is interesting to me that vir-
tually every time something happens
that causes a substantial disruption in
part of our economy, somebody is here
saying we ought to do something about
it, but there is not much discussion
about family farmers, and I really re-
gret that.

I know some people say, ‘“‘Well, this
country is New York and Los Angeles
and a few big airports in between, and
what you fly over and look out at is
just rural territory.” Food doesn’t
come from a plastic bottle; food
doesn’t come from a package. It comes,
in most cases, from the land, and the
rural people in this country. These are
people who come from my home area in
Hettinger County, ND, who decided
long ago they love the land and they
want to live on the land. They want to
raise their children on the land, and
they have 500, 800, or 1,000 acres. They
have risked everything they have and
everything they own to try to make a
living. Yet, we come along with this
farm policy that says we are different
from Europe, from Japan or other
countries. We have a policy that
doesn’t care whether family farmers
continue to exist. Our policy says if the
marketplace gives them a decent price,
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fine; if it doesn’t, tough luck, because
we believe in the free market.

There is no free market in agri-
culture. What an absurd contention.
There has never been a free market in
agriculture and will not be a free mar-
ket. Our farmers are asked to compete
not just against European farmers,
they are asked to compete against Eu-
ropean farmers and the European Gov-
ernments. Our farmers are asked to sell
in circumstances where our trade nego-
tiators negotiate agreements and you
can’t get enough T-bone steak into
Tokyo.

Did you know that T-bone steaks are
roughly $30 a pound into Tokyo? Do
you know why? Because we can’t get
enough beef into Japan. Why can’t we?
Because their market is closed. We are
getting more than we used to.

We have a $50 to $60 billion trade def-
icit with Japan, but we still don’t get
enough beef into Japan. We don’t get
enough wheat into China. I can stand
here all day and talk about the prob-
lems we impose on family farmers to
interrupt their markets because of in-
competent trade negotiators and unen-
forced trade agreements. We negotiate
an agreement and we forget about it in
a month. They were bad agreements to
start with, and they are rarely en-
forced, if at all. I am just saying that
the economic all-stars in this country
are its family farmers. If this Congress
doesn’t decide that broad-based eco-
nomic ownership matters in this coun-
try, then it will have made a very large
mistake.

I am standing on this side of the
aisle. So that means I am a Democrat.
That is how I came to Congress. I ran
for the U.S. Senate as a Democrat, and
I believe in the Jeffersonian strain of
the Democratic Party, and its support
for broadly-based economic ownership.
We believe that the broad-based eco-
nomic ownership provides the guar-
antee of economic freedom and, there-
fore, the guarantee of ultimate polit-
ical freedoms in this country. I think
that is a very, very important issue.

I have come to the floor of the Sen-
ate recently talking about concentra-
tion in this country. Every day you
hear about a new merger, when two
huge behemoth American corporations
decide to get married. We didn’t even
know they were dating or having secret
discussions. All of a sudden, we dis-
cover they have taken out a marriage
license. They love each other. What
they love is the profits.

Now we have bank after bank, tele-
communications companies—you name
it—they are all marrying up. The big-
ger the better. The free market in this
country and the market system in this
country works only when you have
broad-based ownership and robust com-

petition. Concentration means less
competition.
Family farmers, individuals all

across this country turn on the yard
light at night, worship at their local
church, and try to send their kids to
school, and do a good job, and make a
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little profit on the farm. All that those
family farmers ask is to participate in
a market system that works. Almost in
every instance they discover that all
their input costs are increased by the
largest corporations in the land that
produce these products. And when they
g0 to market with the products they
raise, they discover is worth very, very
little. When they try to market it up
through an income stream, they find
that if they are marketing a cow or a
hog, they are marketing through pack-
ing plants that are too concentrated to
have what is called a ‘‘free market.”
And the same is true with grain.

So, Mr. President, in the coming
week or so, you are going to see a lot
of activity on this issue. Our family
farmers deserve the same kind of inter-
est, in their long-term economic
health, as the large special interests
get here on the floor of the Senate.

The piece that I referenced at the
start, written by Curt Anderson, an As-
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sociated Press farm writer, referenced
a press conference yesterday. To all of
those who attended the press con-
ference yesterday, telling us that we
have a good solid farm policy, I say
nonsense; this farm policy is a miser-
able failure. Anybody here who cares
about family farmers as I do, and any-
body here who cares whether we have
family farmers in this country’s future
ought to be coming to the floor of this
Senate and helping us change this farm
policy to one that really provides some
help to families who are struggling in
this country, trying to run their family
farms.
Mr. President, I yield the floor.

———

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL MONDAY,
JUNE 22, 1998
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate stands
adjourned until 12 noon, Monday, June
22, 1998.
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Thereupon, the Senate, at 3:20 p.m.,
adjourned until Monday, June 22, 1998,
at 12 noon.

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by
the Senate June 19, 1998:
IN THE AIR FORCE
THE FOLLOWING-NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT
IN THE UNITED STATES AIR FORCE TO THE GRADE INDI-
CATED WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE

AND RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10 U.S.C., SECTION
601:

To be lieutenant general
LT. GEN. ROGER G. DEKOK, 0000.
DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN
DEVELOPMENT

SAUL N. RAMIREZ, JR., OF TEXAS, TO BE DEPUTY SEC-
RETARY OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT, VICE
DWIGHT P. ROBINSON, RESIGNED.

DEPARTMENT OF STATE

ERIC DAVID NEWSOM, OF VIRGINIA, TO BE AN ASSIST-
ANT SECRETARY OF STATE, VICE THOMAS E. MCNA-
MARA, RESIGNED.
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